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In an era without radar, satellites or 

modern radio, the island of Galveston 
was quickly overtaken by vast waves, 
surging flood waters and powerful 
winds of more than 120 miles per hour. 
The hurricane that struck Galveston is 
the deadliest natural disaster in the 
history of the United States of Amer-
ica. It is estimated that more than 
6,000 people lost their lives in a matter 
of a few hours. Prior to the storm, Gal-
veston was a thriving port community 
of 37,000 people and was dubbed the 
Wall Street of the West. 

Stories from the survivors of the 
storm are filled with displays of cour-
age and self-sacrifice in the face of 
grave danger. One of the most famous 
is the one about the nuns who ran the 
orphanage. As the winds and storm 
tides got higher, it became obvious 
that the last building would collapse. 
The nuns tied the children to them-
selves with clothesline, eight or nine 
kids to each nun, in a sad, brave effort 
to try to save them. Three little boys 
survived the night by camping in a 
tree. All the rest died. 

Galveston never lost that resilient 
spirit and went on to build a 17-foot 
seawall that staved off other fierce 
hurricanes. The city also pumped in 
millions of tons of sand from the Gulf 
of Mexico in order to raise the level of 
the city and its buildings to a safer 
height. 

This weekend, Galveston will be 
holding a ceremony commemorating 
the hurricane, honoring the memories 
of those who died, launching education 
efforts, and celebrating the rebirth of 
Galveston after the storm. My resolu-
tion extends those efforts to our Na-
tion’s Capital and to all the people of 
the United States. We should honor 
those who died in the storm and use 
the anniversary to continue improving 
hurricane forecasting and to make life 
safer and more secure along our coasts. 

My resolution recognizes the histor-
ical significance of the 100th anniver-
sary of the hurricane, it remembers the 
victims, and it urges the President to 
issue a proclamation in memory of the 
thousands of Galvestonians who lost 
their lives and the survivors who re-
built the city. 
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FEDERAL BUDGET 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) 
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank those making this period of 
time available today to further the dis-
cussion of the bill that was vetoed and 
then sustained earlier today. 

I would gather that anyone listening 
to the debate today was rather con-

fused about what was in the bills or 
what was not in the bills or what the 
effect would be. But to do this, to set 
the stage for this, I think it is impor-
tant for us to go back and to review the 
budget debates earlier this year. 

And I want to speak on behalf again 
of the Blue Dog budget, the Blue Dog 
Coalition, that proposed a budget that 
got 171 votes, a majority of the Demo-
crats, and 33 Republicans, joined with 
us when we were debating. And we 
thought this year’s budget debates 
should be built around a framework 
that would put our government on a 
path of retiring and entirely elimi-
nating our public debt by 2010. We 
thought it was important to save 100 
percent of the Social Security and 
Medicare surpluses. And we thought it 
important to allow a net tax cut, net 
tax cut of $387 billion over 10 years tar-
geted to small businesses and middle- 
income families and make investments 
in priority programs of $387 billion over 
the same 10-year period. 

That became known as the 50/25/25 
plan, taking any non-Social Security 
surpluses and taking 50 percent of that 
to pay down the debt. Because I have 
found in my district at home, and I no-
tice the polls bear this out, that the 
American people by and large, by 70 
percent plus, want to see the Congress 
fix Social Security for the future, be-
cause every one knows that beginning 
in 2010 we are going to have some dif-
ficult times delivering on our promises 
of Social Security particularly at the 
exact same time that the baby boomers 
will be retiring. No one disputes that. 

We felt like that that was important, 
but the majority party felt like the 
most important thing that they could 
do this year was to deliver a 1.3, 1.6, 
pick the number, $1 trillion tax cut of 
which every one agrees that many of 
those components are very, very, very 
popular. 

But the Blue Dogs have said first off 
when we hear people talk about the $4.6 
trillion surplus, we know, and I hope 
the majority of the American people 
will soon know, those are projected 
surpluses. 

My colleague will hear in a moment 
from the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. TAYLOR), in which he will show 
there are no surpluses, and he will be 
right, 100 percent right. 

When we disregard the trust funds, 
not only the Social Security, but Medi-
care and military and civil service re-
tirement and now railroad retirement, 
there are no surpluses, but yet we keep 
hearing this. And then we hear the 
rhetoric that says $4.6 trillion, it is 
your money, and we are going to return 
a part of it to you. 

This kind of prompted me to say that 
even young school children know to 
complete the phase I swear to tell the 
truth, the whole truth and nothing but 
the truth. As common as that phrase 
is, we sometimes forget that. In the 

courthouse, it is rather important. I 
would wish that it was also important 
here in the U.S. House, because just 
this afternoon, as we have heard many 
times, the truth is, yes, the marriage 
tax penalty is unfair and in many cases 
two married individuals currently are 
taxed at a higher rate than they would 
be had they remained single, and that 
is not fair. 

It is true that family farms and 
ranchers and other small businesses 
somtimes have a difficult time paying 
the current death tax, that is true. 

But then let us talk about the whole 
truth and nothing but the truth. Yes, 
the $4.6 trillion that we hear so much 
about, most of us understand and I 
hope the American people will soon un-
derstand, those are projected surpluses, 
not a single American family tonight 
will go out and spend projected income 
without a risk. 

If we get an extra bonus of $5,000 and 
we owe our bank $10,000, we do not go 
out and spend it on a vacation, unless 
we are willing to take a chance on 
digging our family into a deeper hole. 
Why should our country be different? 

That was the argument that many of 
us were making this afternoon as per-
tained to the so-called death tax. I per-
sonally feel very strongly that the bill 
the President vetoed should have been 
vetoed. In fact, I personally rec-
ommended that he do veto the bill, and 
here is why. 

When we look at the effect of a bill 
that is phased in, in 2010, 10 short years 
from today, that creates a hole in our 
budget of $50 billion that will expand 
over the next 10 years to $750 billion, 
without a plan of how we are going to 
be dealing with that or just passing on 
to future Congresses, really, we are 
passing it on to our grandchildren. 

It seemed to me that the first bill 
that ought to have come to the floor of 
the House should have been a Social 
Security reform bill. That should have 
been the first bill, followed quickly by 
the Medicare and Medicaid reform bill. 

Back home I have numerous hos-
pitals that, unless we put together a 
balanced budget fix again this year, we 
will have to close their doors, and this 
is no exaggeration. Now, to those that 
talk about spending, if we do not wish 
to spend some additional money to 
keep rural hospitals and inner-city hos-
pitals open, that is a fair position for 
anyone to take, and we will have that 
discussion. But that is the one we 
ought to have first, how do we provide 
for the minimal needs? 

As we heard the gentlewoman from 
Michigan talking about the pharma-
ceutical bill needs, all that is well es-
tablished, but yet today we had a bill, 
the first one to be vetoed. And now I 
hope the message is sunk in to the 
leadership of the House, that the next 
bill also will be vetoed and will be sus-
tained, because I suspect now that 
most people are beginning to see that 
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the Blue Dogs might have had some-
thing right when they said let us not 
spend projected surpluses, let us use 
this opportunity in case these sur-
pluses are real, let us pay down our 
debt. 

Let us not forget the $5.6 trillion that 
we still owe, $700 billion now which I 
was corrected earlier, because contrary 
to the rhetoric in this body, our debt is 
going up, not down. We are paying 
down publicly-held debt, which is good, 
but we are increasing the debt to our 
trust funds, which eventually will have 
to be paid. 

Let us not forget so easily as is so 
often done, and again this afternoon, 
let us not forgot that we have an un-
funded liability in the Social Security 
trust fund as of today of $7.9 trillion 
which is going to have to be paid off. 
And that is why the Blue Dogs in our 
budget with the 50/25/25 of saying put 
maximum interest on paying down the 
debt, and let us equally divide in-
creased spending on priority areas, and 
those are defense, veterans, education, 
health care and agriculture, that is it. 
Then let us deal with tax cuts. 

And that is where, before I yield to 
my friend, the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi, (Mr. TAYLOR), I would make 
this point again, we would have 
thought this afternoon that the bill 
that was vetoed and then sustained was 
going to do great things for small busi-
nesses immediately. 

Well, if we listen carefully, we will 
understand that the reductions in the 
tax rate on estates under the death tax 
would not take effect until 2010. The 
bill that I supported, continue to sup-
port and believe that if we can some-
how revive some bipartisan action in 
this action, I believe we can put to-
gether a tax component as it pertains 
to death taxes that would, in fact, re-
peal all death taxes on all estates up to 
$4 million immediately, effective Janu-
ary 1, 2001, to those family farms that 
I heard, and I have numerous of those 
in my own district. 

I want to make it very clear, unless 
your estate is more than $4 million the 
Democratic substitute that I and oth-
ers and I hope will revive itself now 
that this one has been vetoed, that we 
can in fact have a $4 trillion exemption 
so no business, no individual family 
will ever have to worry about the death 
tax now. 

Now, the argument will be why do we 
not eliminate it just for everybody. 
Show me how we are going to fix the 
Social Security program. Show me how 
we are going to deal with these sur-
pluses that are not real, which my 
friend, the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. TAYLOR) will be showing abso-
lutely that we are talking in terms of 
fictitious numbers. Show me how we 
are going to deal with the Social Secu-
rity, Medicare and Medicaid problems, 
then let us come and have an honest, 
open debate about how far we go on es-
tate taxes. 

I think a $4 million exemption effec-
tive January 1 beats the heck out of an 
estate tax phased out in 2010. My col-
league, the gentleman from North Da-
kota (Mr. POMEROY) showed so elo-
quently earlier today the exact num-
bers of what we are talking about, and 
I think once that is understood and 
folks will get back off of the budget 
plans that are now showing are going 
nowhere, that we can come together, 
we can emphasize what the American 
people want, and that is pay down the 
debt, take care of Social Security, so it 
will be as good for our children and 
grandchildren as it is for those on it 
today. Take care of Medicare and Med-
icaid and pharmaceutical drug needs. 
Be prudent. Debate your spending, hold 
the spending down as much as you pos-
sibly can in a bipartisan way. 

And with those opening comments, I 
yield to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR). 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank my friend 
and colleague, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM). You know, I 
represent a district that is very, very 
heavily promilitary, overly blessed in 
military bases. We have about 14,000 
military retirees and a much higher 
percentage of overall citizens who have 
served in the Armed Forces than we 
think the typical congressional district 
has. 

I guess because of that, I take par-
ticular offense at the thought that for 
2 years of the past 3 years, the Vet-
erans Administration budget was fro-
zen, not one penny increase. Despite 
the fact that we have now about 1,300 
World War II veterans a day dying, 
they are getting to that point in their 
lives where they need help the most. 
For a typical American, 90 percent of 
all health care costs that any of us will 
incur will occur in the last 6 weeks of 
our lives. So the last 6 weeks of their 
lives is very sadly coming due for many 
of our World War II veterans and the 
VA budget for the past 2 years was fro-
zen because the majority party said 
there is not any money to give to 
them. 

This month, this month on Sep-
tember 29, the troops would normally 
have been paid, there are over a mil-
lion people who serve in the Army, 
Navy, Air Force, Marines who are out 
there in dangerous places like Korea in 
Kosovo right now or in places like Co-
lombia right now who are flying planes 
right now, under the sea right now, 
normally they would get paid on Sep-
tember 29, that is not going to happen 
this year. They are going to get paid on 
October 1. 

The reason for that is so that pay pe-
riod of over a billion dollars will not be 
reflected on this fiscal year, it will be 
shifted to next fiscal year. For a Con-
gressman like myself or a high-ranking 
government official who makes good 
money, that is no big deal, delaying 

our pay for a couple of days. As a mat-
ter of fact, though, our pay is not going 
to get paid. All the congressional staff-
ers will get paid at the end of Sep-
tember. In fact, the only people in the 
entire United States Government 
whose pay is going to be delayed are 
the guys who earn it and deserve it the 
most. 

And so for a young enlistee on fixed 
income who is counting on that pay-
check on Friday to buy Pampers and 
formula for his kids, he is not going to 
get paid until Monday, because it is 
one of the gimmicks once again from 
the folks who say we needed that 
money. 

The last year the Democrats ran the 
House was 1994. In 1994, there were 404 
ships in the United States Navy. Today 
as I speak, there are 315 ships in the 
United States Navy. That is a drop of 
89 ships since the Republicans, who 
pledged for a strong national defense 
took over, because they will not give 
them the money to build the ships or 
maintain the fleet, again, they say, be-
cause we do not have the money. 

The fleet is now the smallest it has 
been since 1933 when it was 311 ships. 
They say because we do not have the 
money, so you can imagine my surprise 
and a great many American’s surprise 
when lo and behold they are suddenly 
saying we have this huge surplus, after 
telling the veterans wait your turn, 
after telling the active duty military 
wait your turn, after telling the United 
States Navy wait your turn, we have a 
big budget surplus, and to keep the 
guys in Washington, whoever they are, 
since they are in the majority, from 
spending it, we have to give it away in 
tax breaks and let us start with the 
wealthiest 2 percent of all Americans, 
the ones who do pay the estate taxes. 

There is one small problem with the 
allegedly budget surplus. It does not 
exist. 

b 1800 
As a matter of fact, it you take the 

time to read these numbers, you will 
realize about the only two things accu-
rate in the words ‘‘budget surplus’’ are 
the letters ‘‘BS.’’ 

Those of you who have home com-
puters, I would encourage you to take 
a look at 3 p.m. eastern time on the 
fourth workday of every month on 
www.publicdebt.treas.gov. This is a 
publishing of the public debt. One of 
the things our colleagues will tell you 
is not only do we have this great big 
surplus, but we are paying down the 
debt. If that were true, it would be 
wonderful. Unfortunately, it is not. 

The total debt outstanding as of June 
30, 1 year ago, was $5 trillion, and a 
trillion is a thousand billion, 638 bil-
lion, and a billion is a thousand mil-
lion, 780 million. One year later, on 
June 30 of the Year 2000, it has grown 
by over $40 billion, to $5,685,938,000,000. 

It has grown. It has grown by $40 bil-
lion. So despite the talk that they can 
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afford to give away the $50 billion a 
year that the estate tax repeal would 
cost the Treasury of the United States, 
there is no surplus. The debt is not 
shrinking, it is growing. 

Who owns that debt? Let us remem-
ber that a third of all the national debt 
is owned by foreign lending institu-
tions. So if the Japanese or German 
lending institutions that own our debt 
demand that it be paid off, think about 
the economic chaos in America. 

One of the things that I would hope 
the American people would take the 
time to look at is that there is a sur-
plus in what is called the trust funds. 
The trust funds are taxes that are col-
lected for a specific purpose and are 
supposed to be set aside just for that 
purpose. 

If you look on your pay stub, there is 
something called FICA. That is just 
Social Security taxes. It is collected 
from you, it is collected from your em-
ployer, and it is supposed to be set 
aside to pay your Social Security bene-
fits when that time comes. There is a 
Medicare Trust Fund, taxes collected 
from you, set aside to help with your 
health care costs when that time 
comes. 

If you served in the military, there is 
a military retiree trust fund to pay 
your benefits when you retire. There is 
a trust fund for the Highway Depart-
ment. Again, taxes when you buy your 
gasoline, those taxes are supposed to be 
set aside and used for nothing but pay-
ing the trust fund. 

Unfortunately, if you take the time 
to look at the report that I just told 
you about, you will see that ending in 
the month of June, the Nation in that 
fiscal year had already taken $11 bil-
lion out of the trust funds just to meet 
annual operating expenses. That num-
ber grew to $12.967 billion in the month 
of July. 

So my question to my colleagues who 
say that we can afford to lose $50 bil-
lion a year in revenue on the estate tax 
is whose trust fund are you going to 
steal it from? And they have yet to an-
swer that question. If they are not 
going to borrow it, then they have got 
to steal it from a trust fund in order to 
pay that bill. 

Are they going to steal it from the 
Social Security trust fund? Are they 
going to steal it from Medicare part A, 
which pays the hospital costs of senior 
citizens? Are they going to steal it 
from Medicare part B, which pays the 
physicians’ costs? Are they going to 
pay it from the Social Security dis-
ability fund, for people who through 
some tragic accident can no longer 
work and need a little help until they 
reach the age of 65? Or are they going 
to steal it from the military retiree 
trust fund, people who have given their 
whole lives to defending our country, 
who have set aside a portion of their 
paychecks so they can count on that 
check for the rest of their lives? Who 
are they going to steal it from? 

As I told you, the debt is growing, 
and the best analogy that I can use as 
far as those folks who say we have this 
big surplus, not only is the debt grow-
ing, but it has grown enormously in 
our lifetimes. Most Americans think 
that maybe this generation did our per 
capita share of the total debt. Wrong. 

In 1980, this Nation was less than $1 
trillion in debt. Right now it is $5.7 
trillion in debt. Almost all of the debt 
has occurred in our lifetimes. So I ask 
my colleagues who are adamant about 
huge spending increases or adamant 
about huge tax decreases, why would 
you as a Nation burden your children 
with that debt? Can you name one sin-
gle responsible individual who says I 
am going to go buy a whole bunch of 
stuff, I am going to have a whole lot of 
fun, and I am going to stick my kids 
with that bill? And, by the way, I am 
going to deplete the military while I 
am at it, I am not going to build any 
ships to defend us, I am going to short-
change the guys in uniform, and by the 
way, we might even take a little 
money out of the militarily trust fund. 
That is their solution for America. I 
think their solution is wrong. 

I had an opportunity to give this talk 
to someone who really would benefit 
from this. He happens to be a banker in 
Mississippi. He happens to be the ma-
jority stockholder of the biggest bank 
in Mississippi. He had written me say-
ing, you know, I worked on all of my 
life, I scrimped and saved, and I know 
the man and know it to be true, and I 
would like to leave as much of this as 
I can to my kids. I do not want to pay 
an estate tax. 

I explained to him that our Nation is 
squandering $1 billion a day on interest 
on the national debt, we did it yester-
day, we did it the day before, we will do 
it tomorrow and do it every day for the 
rest of our lives until we pay off the 
national debt. He is a banker. He un-
derstands interest. At the end of our 
conversation, he said, ‘‘Gene, you did 
the right thing.’’ 

I would hope that other Americans 
will take the time to look at these re-
ports, because, unfortunately, the 
Washington Post will not tell you, the 
New York Times will not tell you. I 
have actually seen economists in na-
tionwide publications saying there is 
so much money they are going to pay 
off the debt in 2 years. None of them 
have bothered to read the only reports 
that count, and that is the reports 
from the U.S. Public Debt, the reports 
from the U.S. Treasury, and they will 
show convincingly there is no surplus. 

So if we care about our country as 
much as we say we do, if we care 
enough to let our kids serve in the 
military, if we care enough to reward 
those veterans who served us so well in 
places like World War II, in Vietnam 
and Korea, if you think the sacrifices 
that they made are worth preserving, 
then why would we bankrupt our coun-

try now? And not for the least fortu-
nate Americans, but for the sake of the 
most fortunate Americans? It makes 
no sense whatsoever. 

So I want to thank the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) for this op-
portunity, and again I want to encour-
age every American to look up this 
site, www.publicdebt.treas.gov. If you 
have any doubt whatsoever as to the 
accuracy of these figures, you may get 
them for yourself. I encourage every 
American who has a computer to take 
the time and look, because it is fright-
ening; and we as a Nation are truly in 
the position of a guy who cannot pay 
his debts, who for 200 years has not 
paid his debt, and is now going to the 
banker and saying, Can I just pay some 
interest? That is what we are doing as 
a Nation. 

There is no surplus. It is time to pay 
off the debt and quit sticking our kids 
with our bills. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend from Mississippi for 
his contribution and would remind my 
colleagues, Mr. Speaker, that this is 
the left side of the aisle speaking. 
These are the same voices that have 
been encouraging the current majority 
to take a look at these surpluses that 
everyone talks about and deal with 
them as they are. 

What the gentleman has just stated 
is a fact. It is not made up. The only 
response we sometimes hear from them 
is ‘‘you Democrats were in charge for 
40 years and you did it, so we are going 
to do it too.’’ Well, that really does not 
make sense. I do not think the major-
ity of the American people want us to 
continue making the same mistakes 
that others have made. That is why we 
in the Blue Dog Coalition have said all 
year, let us be fiscally responsible with 
our tax cuts and let us be fiscally re-
sponsible with any additional spending. 
Let us seek out a bipartisan agreement 
on all of the above. 

Again, that is why I want to, before 
I yield to my friend from East Texas 
(Mr. TURNER), I want to again reiterate 
today’s vote on the death tax. Most of 
us who opposed it and supported the 
President did so because we believe 
there is a better alternative. 

I would hope that now that the veto 
has been sustained and that the people 
will begin asking the question, what 
next, we will take a look at the Demo-
cratic alternative. Maybe it is not per-
fect, and I would be the first one to say 
it is not perfect. If it can be improved, 
let us work in a bipartisan way to im-
prove it. To do what? To eliminate the 
unfair punitive penalties that occur on 
small businesses when the death of par-
ents occurs. 

We agree to that. Our proposal was 
that we ought to exempt $4 million es-
tates. Now, back home where I come 
from, those are not small businesses. 
But in the big picture they are small 
businesses. When you start picking a 
number, it is always difficult to do. 
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Where is the $4 million coming from? 

It is something that would cost $22 bil-
lion over the next 10 years, rather than 
$105 billion. And the $4 million figure 
as proposed and supported by many of 
us on our side of the aisle would be 
signed by the President. In fact, I 
would not be surprised if it could not 
be improved. 

I keep hearing some say why not go 
to a $4 million exemption, and then tax 
all estates over and above that at the 
capital gains tax rate? 

I am for that, Mr. Speaker. I think 
that makes eminent good sense. I 
would like to see CBO and OMB seri-
ously look at that and see if that would 
not be a better proposal. 

But the bill that was vetoed just cut 
it off in 2010. The Democratic sub-
stitute that I worked so hard on said 
let us not cut it off at 2010; let us con-
tinue the same cost into the next 10 
years, at least until we fix Social Secu-
rity for our children and grandchildren. 
That is why I have become such a bull 
dog on all programs, including the one 
that we just passed overwhelmingly, 
the Railroad Retirement Act that 
passed overwhelmingly awhile ago. 

I have no doubt it is a good bill. I was 
contacted by many of my constituents 
saying support it. A lot of it I could 
support. But the cost, getting into So-
cial Security, reducing the retirement 
age precisely at the time that we are 
increasing the retirement age on So-
cial Security, under current law, from 
65 to 67, that is currently going on, I 
had some questions. I really questioned 
us taking out of context various bills, 
even the good ones, even those which I 
may in the end say I voted wrong 
today. 

But until we can put into context 
how we are going to deal with these 
non-surpluses, as we now have heard 
from the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. TAYLOR), I really think we have to 
question what is fiscally responsible 
and what is not, and remind again 
when you hear about trust funds, when 
you hear about surpluses, they are pro-
jected. None of this is real. Most fami-
lies do not spend projected surpluses 
without getting in trouble if they do 
not occur. 

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. TURN-
ER). 

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I want to 
thank the gentleman in particular for 
his hard work that he has exhibited 
throughout his years in Congress to try 
to bring fiscal responsibility to the 
Federal Government. 

Just last year for the first time we 
had a surplus in the annual Federal 
budget. We had not had one they tell 
me for 30 years. I think it is very im-
portant as all of this talk is being 
kicked around about the surplus, the 
anticipated surplus, that we not waiver 
in our commitment to try to continue 

to have annual Federal surpluses so we 
can pay down our Federal debt. 

It may very well be, as the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR) 
said, there may not really be a surplus. 
People talk a lot about the anticipated 
surplus; but it is not here yet, and it 
may not be here. 

We all have been told by the Congres-
sional Budget Office that the non-So-
cial Security, non-Medicare Trust 
Fund surplus totals about $2.2 trillion 
over the next 10 years. That is an esti-
mate. It may or may not arrive. But we 
also are told that that estimate of the 
surplus is based on a lot of assump-
tions. It is based on the assumption 
that Federal spending will not in-
crease, even though we know the popu-
lation of this country keeps growing 
and placing increased demand on the 
Federal Government. 

We also know that if we reduce the 
assumption in the budget estimate of 
economic growth by only one half of 1 
percent, that 25 percent of that surplus 
just disappears. A one-half of 1 percent 
adjustment in annual growth over 10 
years means $500 billion of the esti-
mated $2 trillion surplus disappears. 

So I think it is important for us to 
talk tonight about the importance of 
staying on course for fiscal responsi-
bility, and I was very proud that Vice 
President GORE and Mr. LIEBERMAN 
proposed a budget surplus reserve fund, 
to make sure that if all those rosy esti-
mates of the surplus turn out not to be 
true, that we will not put this country 
back into deficits. 

b 1815 

A fellow in overalls probably made 
the point better than I will tonight at 
a town meeting I had in my district. 
After all my efforts to explain all this 
complicated talk about Federal budget 
surplus estimates and the national 
debt, he raised his hand and he says, 
Congressman, how can you folks in 
Washington talk about a surplus when 
you have a national debt of over $5 tril-
lion? Well, that stumped me for a 
minute, because I guess that is true. 
Only in Washington can people claim 
to have a surplus when we have a $5 
trillion debt at the same time. 

Back when we got the revised esti-
mate of the anticipated surplus that is 
supposed to arrive over the next 10 
years of $2.2 trillion from our Congres-
sional Budget Office, that very day the 
national debt stood at $5.6 trillion. Yes, 
only in Washington can people say we 
have a surplus when we owe $5.6 tril-
lion. 

So before we let the politicians 
squander our future anticipated sur-
plus with new spending programs or ir-
responsible tax cuts that primarily are 
aimed at the wealthiest Americans, let 
us set up a simple and reliable budget 
framework that we can all play by. 

The Blue Dog Democrats, the con-
servative Democrats in this Congress, 

have always advocated a very simple 
plan for the use of any anticipated sur-
plus that may arrive over the next 10 
years. We say, let us dedicate 50 per-
cent of us to paying down the national 
debt. Let us use 25 percent of it for 
commonsense tax cuts that are aimed 
at people who really need a tax break. 
Let us use 25 percent of any antici-
pated surplus to be sure that we save 
social security and Medicare for the 
next generation. 

That is a sensible plan, a sound plan, 
and any time I have had the oppor-
tunity to talk about it to the people of 
my district, they say it is a good plan 
that we ought to follow. Our national 
debt works a lot like our credit cards. 
When the United States runs up a big 
debt that we do not pay off, then we 
have to pay interest. The debt keeps 
growing, and so do the interest pay-
ments. 

The interest today is eating away at 
our budget. We spent last year almost 
as much on interest on our national 
debt as we spent on the entire defense 
budget, which is the largest category of 
spending in the Federal budget. 

If we use half of our surplus to pay 
down the national debt, we can pay it 
off entirely in 10 years. There is still 
room after that to afford other na-
tional priorities like commonsense tax 
cuts, social security reinforcement, 
and to save the Medicare program for 
the future. 

But it seems that here in Wash-
ington, in order to issue a good press 
release about how big a tax cut we are 
for, the majority in this Congress has 
insisted on applying the bulk of any 
anticipated surplus to tax cuts. In fact, 
if we total up all the tax cuts that have 
passed through one House or the other 
in this Congress, they total almost $1 
trillion. 

President Bush has proposed $1.3 to 
$1.6 trillion in tax cuts over the next 10 
years. It is hard for me to see how they 
could devote 80 to 90 percent of any an-
ticipated surplus that may not even 
show up to tax cuts, and then tell the 
American people that they are going to 
pay off the national debt. The truth of 
the matter is that we cannot do it. 

Under those almost $1 trillion in tax 
cuts, we find that they were targeted 
at the wealthiest Americans. In fact, 
an analysis that I looked at just the 
other day said that 50 percent of the 
tax cuts in that Republican plan, that 
$1 trillion, almost, in tax cuts, would 
go to the wealthy families of our coun-
try who make over $130,000, the top 5 
percent of American families, while on 
the other hand, middle-income families 
making under $40,000 would get less 
than 10 percent of those tax cuts. 

Stated another way, it means that a 
middle-income family earning $50,700 a 
year would get a tax break under the 
Republican plan of $323 a year, less 
than $1 a day, while the wealthy family 
earning $329,000 a year would save 
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$6,408 in their tax obligation. That is 
simply not fair. 

Yes, all Americans need tax relief, 
but those who have benefited the most 
from the prosperity that we have en-
joyed should not receive the largest 
percentage of income savings. We need 
to get our financial house in order and 
our debt paid off before we give Bill 
Gates and Ross Perot a multi-billion 
dollar tax break. 

Let me make it clear, I am a strong 
supporter of tax cuts for working fami-
lies. The Democrats in this Congress 
have voted for tax cuts for American 
families. They have voted for a less ex-
pensive version of the estate tax repeal 
that would repeal the estate tax for 95 
percent of the American people who 
currently would be obligated to pay 
one, and keep in mind, only 2 percent 
of American families even pay the es-
tate tax today. 

The Democrats also advocated get-
ting rid of the marriage penalty, and 
voted on the floor of this House to do 
so, but the Republicans wanted to be 
sure they had a sweeter deal and they 
proposed a tax cut that not only elimi-
nated the marriage penalty, but gave 
tax relief to those who actually get a 
marriage bonus. 

As I say, if we look at all the tax cuts 
that the Republican majority has 
passed on either the floor of this House 
or the Senate totalling almost $1 tril-
lion, what we find is that the wealthi-
est Americans benefit the most, leav-
ing the crumbs to average working 
families. 

It is the hard work of every Amer-
ican taxpayer that is fueling our sur-
plus. As I have heard said often in the 
presidential campaign, American fami-
lies need tax relief, and they do. Both 
candidates agree. But the truth of it, 
to say that the surplus is not the gov-
ernment’s money, it is the people’s 
money, misses the point, because the 
people of the country also, unfortu-
nately, owe almost $6 trillion in debt. 

So let us be sure that when we talk 
about tax cuts, that we are talking 
about responsible tax cuts aimed at 
middle-income Americans who need 
the tax relief, and let us also be sure 
that we do not make those tax cuts so 
big that we fail to deal with the na-
tional debt, which is approaching $6 
trillion. 

The truth is, the best tax cut that 
the American people can get is to pay 
down the national debt. Let me say 
that again. The best tax cut that the 
American people can get is to pay down 
the national debt. 

Members may say, why is that so? 
Economists uniformly agree that if we 
pay down the national debt, it gets the 
government out of the business of bor-
rowing money in the credit market. If 
we reduce the demand for credit, the 
effect across-the-board is to lower in-
terest rates: less demand from bor-
rowed money, lowered interest rates. 

So what we can do is pay down the 
national debt, and by doing so, give the 
American people something even bet-
ter than tax relief. 

The Council of Economic Advisors re-
ports that paying down the debt over 
the next 10 years will save American 
families $250 billion in home mortgage 
payments alone, $250 billion. A 2 per-
cent reduction in interest rates would 
save a family paying a $100,000 mort-
gage $2,000 a year. 

Keep in mind, even the gigantic, irre-
sponsible Republican tax cut plan saves 
an average working family, a middle- 
income family, less than $1 a day, less 
than $323 a year. If we can lower inter-
est rates and that family is trying to 
pay off a home, and most families 
enjoy the opportunity to own their own 
home at some point in their lives, if we 
can reduce that interest rate 2 percent, 
we will not save them $323, we will save 
them $2,000 a year. 

That is the kind of sound budget plan 
that this Congress need to pursue. We 
have a responsibility in these pros-
perous times to take advantage of a 
historic opportunity to pay down the 
debt, a debt that was accumulated over 
30 years of deficit spending. We have a 
responsibility not to count on the esti-
mated $2 trillion surplus that is sup-
posed to arrive here over the next 10 
years by deciding today what we are 
going to do with it. 

It is kind of interesting, because we 
actually here in Congress have had tax 
cuts on the floor that would consume 
the opportunity for any Congress in 
the next 10 years to vote on a tax cut. 
It seems to me that those who claim to 
be fiscally prudent, who claim to be fis-
cal conservatives, would understand 
that we do not spend a surplus that is 
not here yet, and that we do not spend 
it all at one time. 

There are other priorities that we 
have to be attentive to. Medicare needs 
to be preserved for the next generation. 
Social security needs to be preserved 
for the next generation. We need a pre-
scription drug benefit under Medicare 
for our senior citizens. We need to 
spend more on national defense. We 
need to be sure that we protect our vet-
erans. 

Those are issues that have not been 
accounted for when people talk about a 
$2 trillion estimated surplus. So let us 
stick to a plan of fiscal responsibility. 
Let us be sure we protect our economy 
for the future. Let us be sure that our 
children do not have to pay off that $5.6 
trillion debt that, by the way, con-
tinues to grow. 

I thank the gentleman for the oppor-
tunity to share these thoughts. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
TURNER), and I thank the gentleman 
for pointing out that the best tax cut 
that this Congress can give the Amer-
ican people is that which keeps inter-
est rates down, something that gets 

overlooked in the rhetoric around here 
so often. 

The gentleman gave the numbers, I 
was using a little smaller number, a 
$50,000 home mortgage, a reduction of 1 
percent in the interest is $500 per year. 
That is real money that working fami-
lies would darned sure appreciate. 

By now, I would hope that folks have 
begun to realize some of the fallacies of 
those who suggest a $1,300,000,000,000 
tax cut is what this economy needs. 

Review for just a moment as I think 
out loud, what has the Federal Reserve 
done I believe six times in the last 
year? Increased interest rates. Why 
have they done that? Concern of the 
Federal Reserve that the economy may 
be overheating and inflation may be 
taking off; one of the cruelest taxes 
that occurs, particularly to those who 
live on fixed incomes. 

Why do we have a tax cut? To stimu-
late the economy. If we should have a 
large immediate tax cut that stimu-
lates the economy, why would we not 
suppose the Federal Reserve may take 
it away in interest rate increases? It is 
something that has bothered me a 
great deal, and it is one of those things 
that has influenced the Blue Dog budg-
et and the proposal. 

Let me again as I close remind every-
one that this Blue Dog framework that 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. TURN-
ER) and the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. TAYLOR) and I have been talking 
about, and I am rather disappointed 
that we have not been joined by some 
of our friends on the other side of the 
aisle who have agreed with us, 33 voted 
with us earlier this year, in agreeing 
that this framework that would pay 
down the debt would be fiscally respon-
sible on spending and tax cuts, and 
would be a pretty good plan. 

It is not too late. We still have 18 
working days left now in the 106th Con-
gress if we adjourn at our scheduled 
time. In order for us to get through 
with our work, we are going to have to 
find an agreement that can be sup-
ported by a majority of the House, a 
majority of the Senate, and the Presi-
dent concurring. 

It is not a bad blueprint for us to be 
thinking about now. It is 50/25/25. We 
all agree we are not going to touch so-
cial security and Medicare trust funds. 
That is half of the $4.6 trillion. Every-
one agrees to that. Why not set aside 
half of the remaining to pay down debt, 
and then let us, in a bipartisan way, 
decide how much we are going to spend 
on health care; on pharmaceutical 
drugs; on the defense needs of this 
country; on water, as it pertains to my 
district. 

b 1830 
The Speaker pro tempore has had 

some pretty severe disasters out in his 
part of the country. I have witnessed 
that and the tremendous devastation 
that has occurred to forests and ranch-
ers and all. I suspect there are going to 
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be some legitimate needs there where 
we probably are going to find some 
agreement. So let us stop this complete 
total partisan bickering and realize it 
is going to take some bipartisan ac-
tion. 

Here, I want to make another com-
ment about Social Security. Because if 
I had one prevailing reason for encour-
aging the President to veto the death 
tax bill that was presented to him, it 
was because of Social Security. 

I continue to say, as my colleagues 
have heard me say several times on the 
floor, I have two reasons for my vote 
today, and their names are Chase and 
Kohl, who are my wife Cindy’s and my 
5- and 3-year old grandsons. When they 
were born, the first one 5 years ago, I 
resolved that I did not want them to 
look back 65 years from that date and 
say, if only my granddad would have 
done what in his heart he knew he 
should have been doing when he was in 
the Congress, we would not be in the 
mess we are in today. 

That is kind of the guiding light, I 
guess, for me insisting that a backend 
loaded tax cut on the death tax that re-
peals it in 2010 at the cost of $50 billion 
at the exact same time baby boomers 
are retiring. That Congress, now I will 
not be here at that time, my body will 
not take this job that much longer, but 
there will be a Congress that will be 
there, and it is grossly fiscally irre-
sponsible to pass on to future Con-
gresses and to our grandchildren those 
unanswered questions of where they 
are going to get that revenue. 

I think we ought to first make the 
decisions here on Social Security and 
Medicare. Obviously we are not going 
to do that in the 106th Congress. It is 
going to take the 107th Congress to do 
that and a new administration. I look 
forward to working with them, hope-
fully, in a bipartisan way. 

Just as this year I want to commend 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
SMITH) who stood alone arguing some 
fiscal responsibility on the Railroad 
Retirement and Survivors Improve-
ment Act that passed overwhelmingly. 
I voted with the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. SMITH). I appreciate the 
point he was making even though it did 
fall on deaf ears, because any time we 
can find some bipartisan consensus on 
spending additional money or cutting 
taxes, it is very popular, very difficult 
to stand in the way. 

But the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
KOLBE), my colleague from the other 
side of the aisle, and I have worked on 
a Social Security reform bill that we 
know that is going to cost some money 
over the next 10 years to implement it. 
That is why I have said that, before we 
start spending surpluses that are not 
there, let us fix Social Security. Let us 
have that open, honest debate. Well, it 
will take us next year to do that unfor-
tunately. 

Here a little bit of other history. 
Many times today I have heard that it 

was only after the majority changed in 
the House of Representatives that the 
budget got balanced. Well, I think that 
is taking a few liberties. I am perfectly 
willing and openly acknowledge the 
contribution of many of my friends on 
the other side of the aisle. But I think 
it is important for us from time to 
time when we start talking about 
budget to review some history on votes 
of the budget. 

Let us go back to 1991. Remember 
that one. That was the Bush budget, 
President Bush. Well, it passed, but 
only 37 Republicans voted for it. I hap-
pen to have voted for it because I 
thought it was the right thing to do. 
But President Bush paid dearly with it 
because he got unelected in 1992, and 
one of the big issues was the budget of 
1991. 

Now let us go on to 1993. Remember 
that one. The Clinton budget. Well, I 
voted for parts of that and voted 
against parts of that, but I got the 
blame for all of that. In hindsight, the 
blame was not all that bad. But zero 
Republicans voted for that budget. It 
took all Democrats to vote for it. 

Then let us fast forward to 1997, the 
Balanced Budget Agreement in 1997 
that many give credit for the current 
fiscal situation. Well, here again 187 
Republicans voted for it. It took a few 
of us Democrats, we Democrats to vote 
for it, too. 

My point here is saying that we have 
always had, in most cases, bipartisan 
cooperation, sometimes bigger than 
others. But we seem to have wanted to 
get away from that. I hope, Mr. Speak-
er, that our colleagues that have been 
observing this today and perhaps oth-
ers who may be a little bit puzzled 
maybe will have a few answers today of 
why some of us believe that the veto of 
the bill on the floor today was the 
right vote. We sustained it, just as 
some of us feel that the President’s 
veto of the so-called marriage tax pen-
alty is the right vote. I am one of 
those. I will say openly and honestly 
right now I will sustain that veto also. 

Why do I say that? First off, I agree 
that we should not have a penalty on 
the marriage. Any two men and women 
married should not be penalized for 
being married. But it does not take 
$292 billion to repeal the marriage tax 
penalty. Most economists and account-
ants will say, no matter how hard we 
try, we cannot eliminate the penalty, 
but we can do the best job we possibly 
can with $82 billion. That is in the Blue 
Dog budget. That is what we will sup-
port, but not $292 billion. 

I am saying this to alert, to just say 
to the leadership, if they insist, and I 
think they will, on continuing to have 
as the real centerpiece of their eco-
nomic platform for November of a $1.3 
trillion dollar tax cut, but they also be-
lieve that we have to increase defense 
spending and they also believe we have 
got to fix health care and they also be-

lieve we have got to take care of agri-
culture’s problems and they also be-
lieve that we have got to fix Social Se-
curity. They cannot do all of those 
things unless they take a more fiscally 
responsible position. Mr. Speaker, that 
is why we take this hour today. 

I will say again so that there shall be 
no misunderstanding by anyone observ-
ing or interpreting the vote today. The 
alternative that the President would 
have signed and will still sign, as he 
has stated, would have exempted all 
small businesses, all small businesses, 
farmers and ranchers included, up to $4 
million from even having to consider 
paying the death tax. What is wrong 
with that? Effective January 1, 2001, 
not 2010. 

If we really and truly want to deal 
with it in a fiscally responsible way, 
let us know that the partisan politics 
is over on this vote, let us roll up our 
sleeves, then let us see if we cannot put 
together some, as I said earlier, if the 
Democratic version is not perfect, let 
us roll up our sleeves and, for a change 
on the Committee on Ways and Means, 
work, Democrat and Republican, to 
make a better one. But let us make 
sure it fits within the budget re-
straints. 

To get my vote on any compromise, 
it cannot be a backend loaded tax cut 
for death taxes, for marriage tax pen-
alty, for any other tax. It is fiscally ir-
responsible, in my humble opinion, for 
this Congress to pass tax cuts that ex-
plode in 2010 and afterwards. If we want 
to do it, do it now. Have that open de-
bate. But do not, do not backend load 
without first coming to this floor with 
the Social Security reform bill. 

My colleagues will find that there 
will be bipartisan support, bipartisan 
support for a lot of the ideas kicking 
around as long as we are willing to 
openly and honestly pay for them. The 
bill that was vetoed today was not 
openly and honestly paid for. The 
truth, the whole truth and nothing but 
the truth. 

I thank my colleagues for joining 
with me today, and we look forward to 
the continuing of this discussion next 
week and hopefully getting an agree-
ment that will get 218 votes, 51 votes 
and a Presidential signature, ideally 
435 and 100, but that will never happen, 
Mr. Speaker. But I suspect that we 
might find one that you and I will 
agree on. 

f 

ISSUES REGARDING THE 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEK-
STRA) is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I wel-
come the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. SCHAFFER) who is going to be join-
ing me tonight as we talk about some 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 12:38 Nov 26, 2004 Jkt 079102 PO 00000 Frm 00077 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\H07SE0.002 H07SE0


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-07-05T18:46:35-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




